
 
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, October 11th, 2017 

East Grand Forks City Hall Training Conference Room 
 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the October 11th, 2017, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:35 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Michael Johnson, NDDOT-Bismarck 
(Via Conference Call); David Kuharenko, Grand Forks Engineering; Stephanie Erickson, Grand 
Forks Planning; Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks Planning; Paul Konickson, MnDOT-District 2; 
Ryan Riesinger, Airport Authority; Dustin Lang, NDDOT-Local District; Nels Christianson, 
BNSF Railway; Ali Rood, Cities Area Transit; and Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineering. 
 
Staff present:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Jairo Viafara, GF/EGF MPO 
Senior Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; Ethan Bialik, GF/EGF MPO Intern; 
and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF Office Manager. 
 
Guest(s) present:  Al Grasser, Grand Forks Engineering and Ryan Brooks, Grand Forks 
Planning. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present.   
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE SEPTEMBER 13TH , 2017, MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY ROOD, TO APPROVE THE SEPTEMBER 13TH, 
2017, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS PRESENTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF 2045 STREET/HIGHWAY ELEMENT UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that there are three different topics of discussion on our 2045 Street/Highway 
Plan.  He referred to the staff report and pointed out that there was an overview on all three 
topics, what they are covering.  
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 Kimley-Horn  
 
Haugen stated that first, Kimley-Horn and their sub-contractors, provided an update and are sort 
of setting the table for us when they are back in town next month.   
 
Haugen referred to a slide presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and available 
upon request) and went over it briefly. 
 
Haugen commented that the first open house was held at the end of August, and as noted there 
were twenty-two people signed in with their demographic information.  He added that we also 
have our on-line mapping up and running, and as of last week received 145 initial comments, and 
then on this mapping tool people can reply to those comments, and there have been 65 replies, 
thus giving us a total of over 200 comments/replies input into the mapping system.  He said that 
61 people have completed the demographic survey, and we have an almost 50/50 gender split.   
 
Haugen said that he would encourage everyone to look at this mapping tool to see what is being 
commented on.  He added that you can also add your own comments, and/or encourage others to 
provide theirs.  He stated that this map will be available until the end of October, then it will be 
taken down and we will use the site again when we get to some of the alternatives.  
 
Williams asked if this tool was available through the MPO’s website.  Haugen responded that it 
is, or you can get to it directly.  He added that we had both cities assist in getting information out 
about this, as well as some of our other joint organizations between the two cities, such as 
Facebook, and other websites. 
 
Haugen commented that the next sub-agenda item covers the A.T.A.C. 2015 Base Model.  He 
said that this is just about complete; he knows that East Grand Forks’ future street and future 
TAZ distribution is done, Grand Forks’ future street is done, and then a map had been 
distributed.  He added that there is a second map as well, and asked Ms. Kouba what the 
comment deadline for it is.  Kouba responded that she received comments for it yesterday, and 
will be putting them into the map and then doing the final TAZ numbers to get it done. 
 
Haugen stated that once that map is complete A.T.A.C. will do the 2030 and 2045 forecasts with 
those networks and TAZ information. 
 
Haugen said that Kimley-Horn will be spending some time with us next month going over the 
goals and objective section, so we are trying to get on a common ground as to the definitions of 
these terms.   
 
Haugen referred to a slide illustrating the ten goals or factors, and explained that these are the 
ones that are pertinent to the Street and Highway System, Federal Highway’s Performance 
Goals.  He pointed out that you can see how some of them, accessibility/mobility, touch all of the 
federal highway system, while some of them are less populated with dots.   
 
Haugen reported that the current 2040 Plan has performance measures, and Kimley-Horn has 
added what the federal requirements we aren’t covering are, and where they would be placed 
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within the current document, so there will be a total of thirteen that we don’t currently addressed 
in our 2040 plan. 
 
Haugen referred to the definitions slides and went over them briefly, explaining that they are 
pretty common with both City’s Land Use Plans and the other planning documents that we 
generate.   
 
Haugen referred to slides discussing federal requirements and explained that federal rules focus 
on nationally significant, near-term measures; and that while our plan addresses those, it also 
addresses long-term performance as well.   
 
Haugen commented that now that the safety targets have been given to us by each state, and we 
have until the end of February; as we discussed last month we will start working through the 
process to see if we want to establish our own targets or just default to both state targets.  He 
referred to slides discussing safety target analyses and went over the information briefly. 
 
Haugen stated that these are the kinds of things that we are asking you to contemplate over the 
next month, and then as we meet we will spend some time working through how to go about 
addressing targets, performance measures, and safety targets specifically. 
 
Haugen reported that, lastly, we know the timeline.  He said that, again, Kimley-Horn is 
scheduled to be up here for their second open house to convey what our first open house and our 
Wiki-mapping has provided us, along with getting them some of the initial drafts of our goals 
and objectives, performance measures, and such. 
 
Haugen commented that one thing to note on this slide is Greenhouse Gas.  He explained that 
there is an interesting case study of federal regulation; whereby when the Trump Administration 
first came into office they suspended the effective date of their final performance measure rules, 
one of which included the Greenhouse Gas.  He said that in May they lifted all of the 
suspensions, with the exception of the Greenhouse Gas and they were taken to court, but instead 
of battling in court Federal Highway announced that they were lifting the suspension of the 
Greenhouse Gas regulation, so it is now in effect, however, almost in the same breath they 
released a notice of proposed rule-making that eliminated the Greenhouse Gas regulation in its 
entirety.  He stated that on one hand it is the rule that we now have to follow, and the good news 
is that it is a pretty straight forward calculation that they are asking us to do, so if we do have to 
do it, it has to be done at the state level by the end of May, it can be done.  He added that on the 
other hand we may hold off on that exercise until we find out how the proposed rule-making 
ends up, but as with any rule-making it might take a long time, or it might be on a fast track and 
be done in a relatively short time to announce the elimination of it. 
 
Haugen reported that after May 27th, 2018, anything we do to amend or adopt into our current 
transportation plan, or our current or future T.I.P., has to be deemed compliant with FAST. 
 
Kuharenko commented that you talked about the number of performance measures, and you said 
that we need to consider those for our meeting next month, do we have a list of those 
somewhere, is that list of performance measures available; you said there was thirty-two of them, 
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correct, we’re going from nineteen to thirty-two, we’re adding thirteen more.  Haugen responded 
that he doesn’t know that he said that number, he did say that thirteen with the two federal ones, 
so someone must have added up the other ones.  Kuharenko asked if there was a list of them 
somewhere, so he can actually take a look at them, and could they be sent out to the group.  
Haugen responded that he would send out our current 2040 ones, and then a separate list of the 
federal ones. 
 
  TDM 2015 Base 
 
Haugen reported that included in the packet was the cover sheet and table of contents of the 
Draft GF/EGF 2015 Travel Demand Model Update Report, as well as the validation/calibration 
section of the report.  He said that the full report is available if anyone would like it forwarded to 
them. 
 
Haugen commented that probably the most interesting thing is how well the model is replicating 
observed field traffic conditions.  He pointed out that there are several comparisons between 
what the model output is versus what the observed output is.  He referred to the document, and 
went over the information briefly. 
 
Haugen stated that based on this information/data our model seems to be a fairly reasonable 
model to what the observed traffic is.  He added that when we go by volumes, again, the criteria 
is met for all of our volume ranges.  He said that for the first time we are doing a comparison of 
the travel times that are taking place within the model versus observed travel times.  He 
commented that these travel times are coming from online sources, the TOMTOMs, Airsage data 
that we purchased, and again we are having some fairly good comparisons of what our observed 
versus model travel times are. 
 
Haugen reported that you can view the model, almost in its entirety, so there is the ability to 
compare the network versus the on-ground system.   
 
Haugen stated that A.T.A.C. is fairly confident that their model is replicating the ground 
conditions that were observed in 2015, and it is out for review and comment, and they would 
appreciate any comments you may have. 
 
Erickson asked if Mr. Haugen said that the entire document is on-line, or will he be sending it to 
everyone.  Haugen responded that he can send it to her. 
 
 Red River Bridge Study 
 
Haugen reported that our current scope of work with Kimley-Horn, as we drafted up the RFP, 
and as the final scope of work was negotiated and delivered, our understanding was that river 
crossings weren’t going to be a big item for review and concern, so the scope of work does not 
devote a whole lot of time to them. 
 
Haugen commented that back in the early 2000s the MPO and the two cities have been carrying, 
for the past three updates, the same two additional river crossing locations, and that was what 
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was assumed would be the case again this time; however both City Councils have met once or 
twice, and the council presidents have communicated several times, the Mayors have spoken, 
and there seems to be a renewed interest in revisiting the future bridge location discussion. 
 
Haugen stated that at the last MPO Executive Policy Board meeting the board discussed our 
additional funding and thought that this would be a good exercise to assist communicating what 
the information is to help that effort.  He said that what he has been working on is to try to have 
our State and Federal partners review that prior work to make sure a lot of it is still eligible for 
planning dollars, and then, as noted in the staff report, not today but at a meeting later this month 
the Technical Advisory Committee can review this information and spend a little time to see if 
we are willing look at any or all locations, or if we want to try to make our review focused 
because it will obviously will have an impact on the scope of work that we will be trying to 
amend into our contract.   
 
Haugen referred to the packet and pointed out that examples of some of the previous work that 
was done was included.  He went over the information briefly. 
 
Grasser asked if we know how much the 4-F designation will weigh in on these options and is 
the Greenway considered 4-F, the golf course certainly would be.  Haugen responded that he 
knows that during the Greenway Trail planning they tried to have these corridors identified as 
potential bridge crossing corridors, and if they were in the Greenway document then that 
exempted them from getting a 4-F designation.  He added that the Greenway redid the whole 
river bank area, and because of that planning effort they have identified potential future river 
crossings it was planned into the Greenway design. 
 
Haugen went over the list of proposed potential river crossings.   
 
Haugen commented that our current plan, that we are updating, identifies a bridge at Merrifield 
and a bridge at 32nd Avenue; and there seems to be some discussion of re-examining any and all, 
including some additional sites; so he is trying to get us to be advisors and to help us focus on 
what locations we should be updating and with these values our new model will give us new cost 
estimates and such so we can come up with new alignments.  He added that there are four other 
alignments that he didn’t mention because they were quickly looked at and not pursued further; 
they are:  1) 8th Avenue, 2) 13th Avenue, 3) 24th Avenue, and 4) Elks Drive and 25th Avenue.  He 
explained that Elks was pursued because there was already an existing planned opening in the 
dike system at that location, and as it was discussed that traffic would split there, and carry all 
the way through, people wanted to know if there would have been a difference if it went north or 
south of 24th Avenue, and that is how 25th Avenue came into the picture. 
 
Grasser commented that when they are doing these updated studies they need to be aware; he 
isn’t sure how much analysis is needed, but even if it is simply identifying high and dry because 
high and dry means something different now than it did before.  He added that he thinks they had 
one official change from FEMA that bumped the 100 year flood plain out to basically 54, and 
then if you use the Fargo/Moorhead data, their wet cycle data that officially seems to be accepted 
as the best available information now in the valley, that added probably another foot or more to 
that so high and dry is going to be quite different.  Haugen responded that high and dry was 
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completely discussed the last go-around and the numbers just kind of took people off the track of 
trying to achieve high and dry.  West commented that that report said that the low beam must be 
838, so a deck of 845.   
 
Haugen stated that we aren’t trying to make decisions today.  He added that he hopes to convene 
a special meeting later this month where he hopes we can narrow things down from what our 
technical review suggests we should focus on.  He said that he would hate to try to do a scope of 
work amendment that opens the door up for any and all locations again.  
 
Williams said that she had some questions on the modeling.  She said that she noticed in the 
operation study that she reviewed this morning for DeMers that it was quoting that the NDDOT 
acceptable level of service at intersections is now a Level D; is that applied to all NHS 
Intersections, or just selected ones.  Johnson responded that that is a blanket statement in their 
Traffic Operations Manual that applies to everything.  Williams said then that a Level D is now 
acceptable at NHS or all intersections.  Johnson responded that it doesn’t differentiate.  Williams 
asked if the model says something different.  Haugen responded it does not. 
 
West asked if there would be any merit to looking at 47th, being that that was our chosen 
interchange location.  Haugen responded that he didn’t show any information on 47th, but that 
was looked at in the past.   
 
Grasser asked if this guidance wouldn’t essentially be provided or suggested to us through the 
two council working groups from Grand Forks and East Grand Forks, won’t they be giving us 
guidance as to what they want to talk about for locations.  Brooks asked if there is, or if there 
should be County representatives on that as well, on the political side.  Grasser responded that 
that isn’t his call.  Haugen commented that there are County representatives on the MPO 
Executive Policy Board, obviously.  He added that the MPO Executive Policy Board, since the 
decision comes back to them ultimately, is willing to spend monies to help move the process 
forward, but certainly the 47th Avenue location, just based on past debates, would not be 
acceptable to East Grand Forks as they cannot participate in anything outside their city limits 
according to Minnesota Law. 
 
Haugen reported that, as noted, and he has provided Mr. Johnson with information that he has 
been trying to review; we did pay planning dollars for all the work that was done on future 
bridge locations, but it is now fifteen/seventeen years old so are there more restrictions placed on 
what we can do, and if we can’t do it but there is still a strong desire for it to be done, then that is 
where that working group can say that they will agree to foot the bill for us to do some extra 
work, or they can give us direction that while it is good information to have maybe it isn’t 
necessarily. 
 
Grasser stated that, going back to performance measures, he is wondering about a Level D 
intersection and whether or not there have been any studies that correlate accidents, serious and 
fatal, relative to the level of service at the intersection so we can see how the two relate.  He said 
that in his mind if you are going to be at a level of service D you can probably expect more 
accidents than at a higher level of service, so he is wondering if, going back to selecting 
performance levels if we know we are accepting a level of service D at our intersections we may 
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have to accept a corresponding higher level of accidents as well, so he is wondering if anybody 
can validate or invalidate this.  Haugen responded that they have put this question to our State 
Partners and they will spread it among their divisions.  He said that there probably is a lot of case 
studies on this, but he can’t say for certain at this time. 
 
Information only.   
 
MATTER OF T.I.P. PROJECT SOLICITATION 
 
Haugen reported that we are starting the solicitation for the next cycle of T.I.P./S.T.I.P. projects.   
 
Haugen commented that, just to update you where we are at with the 2018-2021 T.I.P.; if you 
will recall, several months ago we adopted a Minnesota side T.I.P. and the State of Minnesota 
incorporated it into their S.T.I.P. and submitted it to Federal Highway for their review.  He said 
that last week North Dakota informed him that they had submitted a North Dakota S.T.I.P. for 
2018 through 2021 that incorporated just our 2017 through 2020 T.I.P.  He explained that the 
primary reason for that they are not programming urban projects in the year 2021, however there 
are some projects that are in the S.T.I.P. that were submitted to the feds that are not in our T.I.P. 
so he is trying to work with Mr. Johnson as to what the proper thing is, should we amend our 
2017-2020 T.I.P. or should we just produce a 2018-2021 T.I.P. with the North Dakota highway 
side being pretty much empty.  He added that not all of the projects we would be amending in are 
2018 projects. 
 
Haugen stated that he hopes to have this all sorted out by our November meeting, where we will 
either be amending our 2017-2020 T.I.P., or we will be adopting a 2018-2021 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen said that with that the solicitation cycle continues on year after year, around this time.  
He stated that it isn’t just inside the cities; that if you have projects in the MPO study area, 
outside the city limits, and they show up in our T.I.P. they can be federally, and if they don’t 
federal funding and/or action is withheld.   
 
Haugen commented that one thing is that this T.I.P. will subject to full compliance.  He said that 
he doubts that we will have an instance where we are adopting a T.I.P. in April of next year, so 
the assumption is that this document will be done after May 27th, and it will need to be in full 
compliance with FAST. 
 
Haugen referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request), and went over the information briefly. 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Haugen pointed out that North Dakota DOT has proposed a Main Street Initiative.  He explained 
that the main funding source from that initiative, as it was conveyed to us, was taking half of the 
funds that are currently programmed to the Local Urban Road Program.  He said that if this is 
done, these numbers would be at least cut in half.   
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Grasser said that there was some discussion about resetting or rebalancing the expected funds to 
the Urban areas, and it was unclear as to what year that might be or how it might be 
implemented.  He asked Mr. Johnson if there was any update on this.  Johnson responded that 
there isn’t an update on this yet.  He added that that was one thing that the jurisdictions were 
asked to comment on, what should be done with those balances, but he isn’t sure if any 
comments or suggestions came in for consideration yet.  He said that they also have some 
meetings set up to begin going over any comments that may have come in, and to figure out the 
game plan for responding, revising, and getting final approval on what to do with those balances 
and when, but nothing yet. 
 
Haugen said that for those of you that may be wondering what the Main Street Initiative is; it is 
trying to take a focused look at revitalizing certain areas of urban communities and to provide 
multi-modal transportation choice facilities with any transportation project being funded in those 
areas.  He added that the Conceptualized Main Street Initiative would be a competitive grant 
process in North Dakota; Grand Forks would be competing against eleven other urban cities in 
North Dakota, and that is why there could be as much as half less funding available, but if Grand 
Forks were lucky enough to awarded funds every year than these dollar values would be back up 
to what they look like now. 
 
Haugen pointed out that included in the packet was the letter of comment he submitted on the 
initiative; those comments focused on how it impacts the MPO’s financial plans.  He stated that 
our current Long Range Transportation Plan assumed not losing 50% of its significant funding 
source for projects, so it is built around that.  He added that the projects that were prioritized 
within that plan were scoped, not with the initiative concept in the scope, so it might cause us to 
have a hard time saying our projects are consistent with our plan if they are soliciting projects 
from the plan, particularly if they are still using that specific funding source. 
 
Haugen stated that he has suggested that, because the three MPO areas have a federal 
requirement that some of the other urban areas don’t, that they hold harmless the current program 
projects in the T.I.P./S.T.I.P., and sort of bridge this issue with our transportation plans.  He 
explained that all three MPOs are engaged in updating those plans so by the end of the current 
T.I.P. cycle we will all have new plans that can react to this initiative.  
 
Haugen commented that his letter also raised the concern that if our transportation plan is no 
longer fiscally constrained our Minnesota T.I.P.s, which are also programmed based off the Long 
Range Transportation Plan, is probably at risk as well. 
 
Haugen referred to the presentation and went over the funding program schedules briefly. 
 
Haugen summarized that, again, solicitations have begun on both sides, and there are still a lot of 
unknowns, particularly on the North Dakota side.  He added that on the Minnesota side there is 
an unknown taking place.  He explained that the Minnesota Legislature adopted a law that is 
forcing MnDOT to examine how it does project selection.  He said that MnDOT has just 
beginning that study process, and at some point he expects MnDOT to want to come to the MPO 
and engage you on some feedback on their selection process.   
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Grasser asked for clarification on the solicitation process.  Haugen responded that on your desk 
you probably have the TA one as he received his today, but he isn’t sure of the exact schedules 
for the other two, but they are priming the pump and trying to get us, once they make the 
decision on the Main Street Initiative, to move quickly and are trying to enact the formal 
solicitation. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF ND FREIGHT PLAN 
 
Haugen reported that in our July meeting we discussed that the NDDOT was updating its Freight 
Plan and needed to identify the Urban Critical Freight Network and also the different levels of 
the North Dakota Strategic Freight Network.  He said that this is just to update you that they 
have submitted this FAST-Act compliance amendment to the feds for their review and comment, 
and he included the cover page in the packet. 
 
Haugen stated that within that document are the two maps that are relevant to the Grand Forks 
Metro Area; the first is the Critical Urban Freight Network.  He said that he believes they have 
identified, as we asked them to, the critical freight network.  He added that this was limited in the 
total mileage that we could identify plus the geography was limited to where certain corridors 
had to be cut off because of the Urban Aid Boundary. 
 
Haugen commented that on the State Strategic Freight Network they have also identified the 
system as we had asked them to. 
 
Kuharenko referred to the map and pointed out that 47th isn’t shown all the way out to I-29, is 
that correct.  Haugen responded that they truncated it there due to the mileage constraint.   
 
Williams asked, when you are talking about freight, you’re talking about local and regional, 
because Columbia isn’t a truck route, so we are just talking about local freight, correct.  
Kuharenko responded that that is correct and pointed out that that is why it is missing between 
Gateway and DeMers, particularly because of the overpass.  Haugen added that the group that 
they met with indicated that, perhaps there is a need for Grand Forks to update its truck route 
map. 
 
Haugen stated that included in the document; because the FAST-Act not only continued the 
freight program but actually funded the freight program so there are now dollars that need to be 
assigned to projects to spend those freight dollars, so in the draft plan there was a list of projects 
in the current S.T.I.P. that are now on the primary freight network or the critical urban freight 
network.  He added that on the first page of projects they do identify the project most likely to 
receive the freight program funds for the current fiscal year; and it looks like it is on I-29 down 
south of Fargo.   
 
Haugen said that they also included, because the future funding year decision still has to be 
made, all the projects that are eligible to receive the funding.  He pointed out that the last page is 
where we see the Grand Fork projects, and went over them briefly. 
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Haugen commented that on the North Dakota side we have gone through the exercise of 
designating corridors for freight corridor projects; on the Minnesota side they have taken a kind 
of opposite approach whereby they are identifying projects, and where those projects end up 
those then become that year’s designated critical freight project on the urban side. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF TITLE VI REVIEW 
 
Haugen reported that every year the NDDOT has to do a Title VI Audit, and as there are only 
four entities that are eligible for such an audit in North Dakota; the three MPOs and the City of 
Minot; so you have a good chance of being selected for an audit any given year, and we were 
selected this year. 
 
Haugen stated that as part of the Title VI review they noted that our ACS Data needed to be 
updated. 
 
Kouba that the data that they found needed to be updated was the 2008-2012 American 
Community Survey Data.  She said that the numbers that are most available to us currently are 
the 2011-2015 ACS Data, so those were the numbers that were used to update our plans. 
 
Kouba reported that the Limited English Proficiency Plan (LEP) and the Environmental Justice 
Plans were updated with this more current data.  She referred to maps and tables illustrating the 
updated information and went over them briefly. 
 
Erickson asked if there was any new information from last time to this time as to why it would 
change so much from year to year because there are some big chunks that have changed.  Kouba 
responded that the problem is that it looks like big chunks, but they are also using block group 
data so some areas can be very large and some areas can be a bit smaller than other areas, so she 
is sure that the one area that crosses the interstate, that is one whole block group. 
 
Kuharenko said that he has a similar question; that when he looked at some of the old data, the 
percent of low income in the MPO area last time around was 28.68% and now it is 29.2% so it 
went up a half of a percent.  Kouba responded that overall it is just a matter of what areas and 
where people are moving to in those areas; that is the biggest difference, where people are 
moving to and finding affordable housing and things of that nature. 
 
Kouba said that because of the percentages that we use, we just go with a strict 50% 
concentration, so if there is a 50% or more concentration of low income populations than it is 
included as a high concentration area. 
 
Grasser asked if this includes UND students.  Kouba responded that it does.  Grasser said then, 
that he can’t help but wonder how some of those areas where there should be a high 
concentration of students fell out of the low income areas.  Kouba responded that it could be that 
UND is kind of moving some of their students away from the campus central.  Grasser said, 
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though, that UND requires freshman and maybe sophomore students to live on campus.  Kouba 
stated that they are also considered group homes too, which is a different category.   
 
Kouba reported that in terms of the minority populations, they didn’t see too much of a 
difference, although there are some new areas shown on the map.  She commented that the 
percentage changed a little, and only one area remained the same from this time around and last 
time around.   
 
Kouba stated that the last map illustrates our combined Environmental Justice areas.  She said 
that there is not overlap at this time like there was in our previous map between our minority and 
our low income areas, so it is very individual to low income and minorities for our 
environmental areas. 
 
Kouba stated that staff is seeking approval to adopt these updated plans. 
 
Williams stated that this is actually an update to the EJ Manual right.  Kouba responded that that 
is correct.  Williams said, then, that last time we had to go through and do all that determination 
to see if any of our projects impacted any of these areas, do we have to do that again.  Kouba 
responded that she doesn’t believe we are doing that at this time, but we will do it with the Long 
Range Transportation Plan update. 
 
Kuharenko said that all of our ratios are the same, so the only thing that is going to change is the 
data set itself, correct.  Kouba responded that that is correct.  She added that there is some 
change in the ratios for minorities, just because there has been some population change, but it 
isn’t a very significant change. 
 
MOVED BY ERICKSON, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO APPROVE FORWARDING 
A RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE AND ADOPT THE UPDATED LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE PLANS, AS PRESENTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Lang, Ellis, Erickson, Riesinger, Konickson, Johnson, Kuharenko, Rood,  
  Christianson, Rood, and West. 
Voting Nay: None. 
Abstain: None. 
Absent: Bail, Magnuson, and Sanders.  
 
Haugen commented that because we have experienced this significant difference in the areas 
being identified, and we are replying to an audit review, when we do our next regular iteration of 
this we will be trying to find out if there is different ways, or some way to minimize the ACS 
data swings.  He gave a brief explanation of the issues with the reliability of this data and 
reported that we will explore a better method of obtaining this data because if we are reacting to 
such differences in ACS data information, we are kind of always making decisions based on a set 
of data that we might have to make different decisions on because the next data set is different 
and we have documents that overlap these data sets. 
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Williams asked, just out of curiosity, since this was just done, how often do they expect you to 
update this information.  Haugen responded that the normal cycle for Title VI is three years.  He 
stated that the document that we really addressed was the Environmental Justice document, and 
it wasn’t so much the data set, but the whole process needed to be updated.  He added that Title 
VI documentation, besides being just the Title VI stuff, also includes the Limited English 
Proficiency stuff, the Environmental Justice stuff, and ADA stuff as well. 
 
 OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 a. 2017 Annual Work Program Project Update 
 
Haugen reported that the updated 2017 Annual Work Program Project Table was included in the 
packet for review. 
 
Haugen commented that he just wants to remind everyone that we do have solicitation out for 
additional Work Program projects.  He stated that we did talk about the bridge portion of it that 
most likely won’t eat up the $250,000 (plus/minus) we have available so if anyone has any 
projects/activities you would like considered, feel free to vet them through your local agencies 
and submit them to us for consideration.  He added that we aren’t bound by a calendar, we can 
make these amendments anytime between now and well into next year. 
 
 b. Bike/Pedestrian Plan 
 
Kuharenko asked when they can expect a more complete draft of the Bike/Ped Plan Element.  He 
said that he knows that in the last cycle they ended up keeping their comments to a minimum, so 
when can they expect to see a more complete version so they can see how everything fits 
together so they have sufficient time to make comments on it.  Viafara responded that he could 
have available the number 1, 2, and 3 parts, the reviews for the goals and objectives, the reviews 
for the performance measures that we have been discussing, the comments on the existing 
conditions that he just finished to receive the last one, and the review of the existing conditions 
that have been addressed.  He added that the intention originally was to have everything ready by 
the end of the week, but he believes it is possible to have it by next Wednesday.  Kuharenko 
asked if he meant the complete document will be ready next Wednesday.  Viafara responded that 
only the three pieces will be ready then.  Kuharenko asked when the complete document would 
be ready.  Viafara responded that his assistant and himself are working now on the needs and 
also on the cross-sections for the roads, and are basically trying to devise a new recommended 
network, so probably in a month, if that is satisfactory.  Kuharenko stated that he is just looking 
at what they have for a timeline to see a complete draft.  Viafara said that they are striving to 
meet that deadline on this. 
 
 c. Other Update 
 
Johnson reported that they are trying to meet this week about any comments on the grant 
program, so they hope to have information out to you shortly.   
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Haugen reported that on November 9th the NDDOT is updating their Bike/Ped and Public 
Transportation Plan.  He said that they will be holding an open house that day here in Grand 
Forks, their first open house, from 4:00 to 7:00 p.m. in Grand Forks City Hall. 
 
Haugen commented that there will be a meeting in East Grand Forks tomorrow on the MnDOT 
Bike/Ped District Plan. 
  
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY ERICKSON, SECONDED BY KUHARENKO, TO ADJOURN THE OCTOBER 
11TH, 2017, TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING AT 3:06 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 


